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"PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN GOVEFWMENT 
AND THE NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY" 

I can think of RO better way to underscore the impor- 

tance of my subject today than to highlight the severity of 
the fiscal problems facing the Federal Government. In- \ 

creasingly, fiscal decisions made in Washington are playing 
a part, directly or indirectly, in business investment deci- 
sions, pricing decisions, wage and salary decisions--indeed, 
the decisions of individuals in all walks of life. There 
must be confidence, therefore, that governmental fiscal de- 
cisions are made wisely, openly, and with the greatest pos- 
sible participation by those affected by them. And the best 
way to insure that this objective is achieved is to start by 
an understanding of the facts: 

--In the current fiscal year, which ends next June 3 0 ,  
the Government will incur a deficit forecast in the 
range of $30 billion to $35 billion, 

--Last year, the deficit was $23 billion. 

--The year before that, the deficit was $23 billion. 



b --Thus, in 3 years, we will have cumulative deficits 
of more than $80 billion. 
lative deficit of $58 billion in the entire prior 
10-year period. 

This compares to an cumu- 

--In the 12 years 1961 through 1972, we have had a 
budget surplus in only one year. 

--The President's January budget which called for ex- 
penditure of $246 billion was $10 billion that for 
over the previous year and is now estimated at 
$256 billion. This is more than twice the Federal 
spending rate of only 10 years ago. 

--The Congress is in the process of approving an in- 
crease in the Federal debt limit to $465 billion. 

Startling and sobering as these facts may be, they do 

More important is the fact that not tell the whole story. 
nearly three-fourths of the current budget is fixed by leg- 
islative mandate or earlier decisions for such programs as 
Medicare, urban renewal, farm subsidies, and the completion 
of defense contracts. 

It appears that these same conditions will continue. 
The January budget estimated that, if economic conditions 
are good and we achieve an unemployment rate of 4 percent, 
present tax laws will generate about $70 billion in new 
Federal revenues in the next 4 years. 
$5 billion of the Fount, according to the President's es- 
timate, will be required to pay for the growth in the cost of 
existing programs plus the new ones which he proposed to 
the Congress, Conversely, if economic conditions are less 
favorable, the revenue growth will be lower and expenditures 
for programs such as unemployment compensation and Medicaid 
will be higher. 

Yet all except 
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An illustration of the extent to which expenditures 
become "fixed"--or, as some people prefer to call it, 
"uncontrollable"--is reflected in the Federal expenditures 

for programs which support the income of individuals, such 
as veterans' compensation, military retirement, railroad 
retirement, Social Security, and Medicare. Tnese programs, 
which totaled less than $4 billion in 1950, had grown to 

nearly $17 billion in 1960, nearly $50 billion by 1970, and 
this year are estimated at $ 7 2 . 6  billion. 
add other income-support programs, such as public assistance, 
housing subsidies, student loans, and farm price supports, 

the increase from 1950 to 1973 is more than tenfold and 
represents over $100 billion, about 40 percent of the 
President's current budget. These programs are not only 
politically sensitive but are highly important in consumer 
income and, hence, have an increasingly important effect on 
the economy. 

If one were to 

These conditions are the inevitable result of the most 
dramatic growth in non-defense-spending programs, in the 
past 10 years, which we have experienced in recent history-- 
$50 billion in the past 4 years. These programs, generated 
in both the executive and the legislative branches, come, 
to a large extent, from the growing pressures of a society 
which is becoming increasingly urban, increasingly complex, 
and increasingly dependent upon Government to provide the 
stimulus for employment and economic growth. But they are 
also the result of a political system and a political en- 
vironment in which the executive and the legislative branches 
are vying with each other for political support by offering 
more and larger programs without facing up to the realities 



t h a t  such programs can only be financed through new taxes 

o r  through borrowing. 

S m a l l  wonder then tha t  w e  hear increasing reference t o  

the need for new taxes: 

I --from the ranking Republican on the House Ways and 
,?I Means Committee, Representative John Byrnes of 

Wisconsin, who i s  quoted in  the press as saying 
"We're going t o  have a tax increase," The only 
question, he says, i s  "how big w i l l  it have t o  be?" 

G 

--from Representative Wilbur Mills, the  Democratic 
Chairman of the same Committee, who says t h a t  anyone 
claiming t h a t  the Federal tax burden w i l l  not rise 
i s  "whistling in  the dark." 

--from Paul McCracken, former chairman of President 
Nixon's Council of Economic Advisors, who says t h a t  
"President Nixon, i f  reelected,  w i l l  have t o  a s k  
f o r  a tax boost." 

And t h a t  is why the Democratic Congressional leaders  are 
in  a continuing debate with the White House as t o  who is  re- 

sponsible--the White House or the Congress-for increases i n  

Federal spending, a debate which few understand and even 

fewer a r e  convinced as t o  who is  r igh t .  

I t  i s  not my purpose today t o  attempt to  resolve t h i s  

N o r  i s  it my purpose t o  make a judgment as t o  debate. 

whether programs should be cut  back or taxes increased. 

Rather, i t  i s  my purpose t o  emphasize tha t  we  have yet t o  

f ind the p o l i t i c a l  d i sc ip l ine ,  and perhaps even the r i g h t  

machinery, t o  make ce r t a in  tha t  each new program--each new 

spending increase--is measured against  the benefi ts  which 

may flow from these increases.  We can a l l  agree with former 
- .. . 
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Director of the Budget and now Secretary of the Treasury 
George Shultz when he told a congressional committee a €ew 
days ago that, if we insist on pushing up spending, l ' i t f s  got 
to come out of the American people sooner or later," and we 

can agree with President Nixon's 1973 budget message when he 
says : 

"A strong fiscal discipline will be necessary in 
the years ahead if we are to preserve,the buying 
power of the dollar. New spending programs must 
be evaluated against the most stringent of stand- 
ards: 
i n  t a x e s  or e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  programs?rr  

d o  t h e y  have enough m e r i t  to warrant  i n c r e a s e  

But the dilemma is underscored by the fact that, in the 
same budget message, the President made numerous new proposals 
for substantially increased spending: 

--a $6.3  billion increase in military spending, much of 
it representing the additional cost for an all- 
volunteer Army; 

--a request for nearly half a billion dollars to start 
replacing the present welfare system with the Presi- 
dent's proposed work and welfare mixture for recipi- 
ents, called "workfare; 'I  

--nearly $600 million for intensified efforts to curb 
narcotic traffic and to rehabilitate addicts; 

--new commitments to the aging through a variety of 
programs which he described as "long overdue;" 

--an increase of $1.4 billion over 1972 for scientific 
research and technology; 

--more than $12 billion in budget authority for veterans 
benefits plus another billion for various types of 
improvements in hospitals and their services; 

--general revenue sharing, proposed to rise from 
$5.3 billion to $7.5 billion in the next few years; 
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- -special  revenue shar ing,  growing from $714 m i l l i o n  t o  
$2.9 b i l l i o n ;  

--family h e a l t h  insurance,  cos t ing  eventua l ly  $ 2 . 1  b s -  
-> l i o n .  

- -social  security reforms, s t a r t i n g  a t  $3.5 b i l l i o n  
ana growing t o  $10.1 b i l l i o n ;  and, 

--Medicare changes, increas ing  c o s t s  from $.500~milldon 
t o  $2.6 b i l l i o n .  

These are the more c o s t l y  of the legislative proposals 

of t he  President .  But t h e r e  are others. 

There i s  some comfort when w e  view the  trend of r i s i n g  

Federal cos t s  from a d i f f e r e n t  perspective--as a percentage 

of t he  gross na t iona l  product (GNP). 
--In 1960 Federal expenditures accounted f o r  19 per- 

--In 1965 Federal expenditures accounted f o r  20 per- 

--In 1970 Federal expenditures accounted for 22 per- 

Even so,  Federal  expenditures rose  a t  a f a s t e r  r a t e  

cent of GNP. 

cent of GNP. 

cent of GNP. 

than any o ther  category of expenditures which make up the  

GNP . 
Considering governmental expenditures from t h e  stand- 

poin t  of t h e i r  e f f e c t  on t h e  economy, p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  a 

period of i n f l a t i o n a r y  pressures ,  w e  cannot overlook t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  S t a t e  and loca l  government expenditures have in-  

creased much more r ap id ly  than those of t h e  Federal  Govern- 

m e n t .  

added t o  those of t h e  Federal Government, t h e  t o t a l  repre-  

s e n t s  over 33 percent of t h e  GNP which means t h a t  i n  re- 

cent years  t h e  governmental s ec to r  i n  t h e  American economy 

has been growing t w i c e  a s  f a s t  a s  t h e  p r i v a t e  sec to r .  

When State and l o c a l  government expenditures a r e  
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The P res iden t ' s  budget no tes  t h a t  S t a t e  and l o c a l  ex- 

pendi tures  s ince  World War I1 "have increased 12-fold, from 

a mere $11 b i l l i o n  i n  1946 t o  an estimated $132 b i l l i o n  i n  

1970." 

same t i m e '  our gross na t iona l  product, our personal spending, 

By way of coaparison he po in t s  out t h a t  " in  t h a t  

and even spending by the  Federal  Government have not climbed 

a t  even one-third t h a t  r a t e . "  

Why i s  t h i s ?  

THE BURDEN ON STATES AND CITIES 

A t  a r i s k  of oversimplifying my answer, the reason 

e s s e n t i a l l y  i s  t h a t  t h e  demands f o r  increased governmental 

services i n  our country have been much heavier  i n  those  

areas of State and l o c a l  governmental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  than 

i n  t h e  area of Federal r e spons ib i l i t y .  The g rea t  bulk of 

t h e  domestic funct ions of government has always been c a r r i e d  

by t h e  S t a t e s  and l o c a l i t i e s  and, d e s p i t e  the v i s i b i l i t y  of 

wars and fore ign  a f f a i r s ,  it i s  i n  t h e  domestic arena t h a t  

t h e  most rap id  increases  i n  t h e  publ ic  expenditures have 

occurred. 

/-- 

Public demands f o r  se rv ices  t h a t  c i t ies  provide-- 

education, p o l i c e  and f i r e  p ro tec t ion ,  publ ic  welfare ,  water 

and sewage services, parks and r ec rea t ion ,  and t r a s h  removal-- 

have been increasing dramatical ly  each year ;  and t h e  end i s  

not i n  sight, 

Mayor a f t e r  mayor has come before  committees of t h e  

Congress t o  t e s t i f y  t h a t  t h e  r e a l  estate property t a x ,  bas ic  

as it has been t o  municipal f inancing,  can no longer provide 

t h e  t a x  d o l l a r s  t h a t  their c i t i e s  require, Meanwhile, w e  

read of revolts by t h e  real estate taxpayers i n  many p a r t s  of 

t h e  country,  



And now w e  have chal lenges from cour t s  i n  Ca l i fo rn ia ,  

Minnesota, Texas, and New Je rsey ,  Four cour t s  have held 

that publ ic  schools may not be financed from real estate 

t axes  because the system i s  u n f a i r  t o  less a f f l u e n t  c o r n -  

n i t i e s  which cannot provide as high a level of education as 

t h e i r  wealthy neighbors i n  the suburbs. 

There i s  no longer any quest ion about t h e  v a l i d i t y  or  t h e  

urgency of the p leas  of t h e  n a t i o n ' s  mayors f o r  help.  

now w e  have "muddled through,' '  as t h e  B r i t i s h  say, but w e  can- 

not s ides tep  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  problems of r i s i n g  c o s t s  of l o c a l  

pub1 i c  services and inadequate sources of revenue--largely 

as a result  of heavy movement of population i n t o  t h e  l a r g e  

c i t i e s .  

Up t o  

TTlE IMPORTANCE OF GRANT PROGRAMS 

The Federal Government has responded t o  t h i s  need, 

c h i e f l y  through funds provided by grant- in-aid programs. 

I n  1930, a t  the beginning of the Great Depression, the  Fed- 

e r a l  Government's g ran t s  t o  States numbered only 10 and 

amounted t o  l e s s  than $100 mi l l i on  a year .  By 1950 the  

Federal Government had 7 1  grant  programs, cos t ing  $2 a- 
- l i o n .  

o r  more , depending upon d e f i n i t i o n ,  cos t ing  $24 b i l l i o n  

annually. Even t h i s  f i g u r e  i s  badly out of date .  Speaking 

i n  approximate terms, Federal  g ran ts  t o t a l l i n g  about 
$30 b i l l i o n  represent  over 20 percent  of t o t a l  S t a t e  and 

loca l  revenues. W e  can r ead i ly  see ,  t he re fo re ,  t h a t  i n  

terms of d o l l a r  a i d ,  the  Federal  Government had done a 

g rea t  dea l  t o  help the  c i t i e s  !'muddle through," 

I n  20 years  the  number has increased t o  530 programs 

These grant  programs have developed i n  response t o  

na t iona l  as w e l l  as l o c a l  needs. Medical research,  i n t e r -  

s t a t e  highways, a v i a t i o n  f a c i l i t i e s ,  p o l l u t i o n  c o n t r o l ,  
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' and a host of other  programs,must involve a l l  three 

leve ls  of government. No one ser iously doubts t h i s .  

--How should each be involved? 

--What port ion of cos ts  should each pay? 

--How can maximum rel iance upon State  and local gov- 

These are  the cen t r a l  questions t h a t  need more ser ious 

ernments be achieved? 

a t t en t ion  than they are get t ing.  We have long since 

learned t h a t  when the Federal Government reduces i t s  in- 

come t a x - - s t i l l  the most equi table  t ax  devised--it does 

not fol low t h a t  State  and loca l  governments w i l l  levy 

commensurate income taxes t o  o f f se t  the need f o r  Federal 

grants o r  increases i n  the property tax.  

recognized t h a t  nat ional  programs cannot be achieved with- 

out nat ional  po l ic ies  and nat ional  p r i o r i t i e s .  

l oca l  governments have themselves been i n  the forefront  

seeking Federal leadership i n  crime control ,  communicable 
disease control ,  sa fe ty  f o r  airways, and many other  areas .  

PROBLEMS I N  REVENUE SHARING 

We have long 

State  and 

More than two-thirds of the $44 b i l l i o n  proposed i n  

the Budget f o r 1 9 7 3  f o r  ass is tance t o  State  and loca l  gov- 

ernments i n  1973 w i l l  be spent i n ,  o r  a f f e c t  d i r e c t l y ,  

metropolitan areas--an increase of over $17 b i l l i o n  j u s t  

i n  .the las t  4 years,  mainly f o r  l a w  enforcement and public 

ass is tance.  
A port ion of the t o t a l  proposed out lays  for a i d  t o  

State and loca l  governments is i n  the form of sharing of 
Federal revenues. 

pa r t i cu la r ly  the concept of turning Federal revenues over 

t o  State  and loca l  au tho r i t i e s  with no s t ipu la t ions  o r  

This has been a controversial  proposal, 
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requirements as to how they are to be used and no account- 
ability to the Federal Government as to how they are spent, 

President Nixon has argued that general revenue shar- 
ing will place greater responsibility on local governments 
to determine how governmental programs, largely financed by 
Federal appropriations, should be carried out. His message 
to the Congress on this subject concluded, in his words, 
that "the crucial question is not where the money comes 
from but whether the official who spends it can be made to 
answer to those who are affected by the choices he makes." 

This is a radically different concept of accountabil- 
ity for the expenditure of Federal funds than has existed 
in the past. 
the Congress authorizes the purposes for which funds are 

spent, appropriates funds, and then provides oversight as 
to the efficiency and effectiveness with which the funds are 
spent. 

Bypassed will be the normal process by which 

Although we all wish to cut red tape and control from 
Washington, we should never lose sight of the basic point-- 
at the very heart of our tradition of accountability in the 
democratic process--that those who tax must also be held to 
account for the effectiveness with which tax funds are spent. 

This past week, a columnist for a Washington newspaper 
mote an article entitled "Can Congress Leave Revenue Shar- 
ing Alone?" The article posed the question of what would 
happen if some enterprising journalist uncovered graft or 
waste in the use of federally shared revenues? or what would 
happen if a Democratic governor launched a bold new vote- 
appealing program which a Republican Congressman from the 
same State didn't like? It predicted something along the 
following lines: first, a flurry of outraged statements and 



requests f o r  a General Accounting Office investigation; 
secondly, bills would be introduced to stop the "funny 
business"; thirdly, interest groups would be mobilized. 
Then would come a stormy committee hearing, leading up to 
a statement from the harrassed governor or mayor at the 
witness table who would say "kt, M r .  Chairman, the 
revenue-sharing legislation gives us broad discretion," 
and the Chairman would interrupt to say " k t  we certainly 
didn't intend it to be used - this way." 

There is much validity in this prediction. In the 
long run, we surely can find a better answer: 

--We have too many specialized grants; we have too many 
separate conditions and procedures. 
consolidated and simplified. 

They need to be 

--Grants for specific purposes can go much further than 
at present in recognizing financial need, and much 
more can be done to delegate authority to Chicago, 
Cleveland, and Los Angeles. 

--We can do a much better job  than we have done in divid- 
ing tax' sources between Federal and State and local gov- 
ernment. 

--We could save millions of dollars if the Federal Gov- 
ernment would authorize and appropriate assistance 
funds for longer periods and in advance, thus enabling 
State and local governments to have assurance of the. 
availability of Federal funds and thereby to administer 
them more economically and effectively. 

--Why shouldn't the Federal Government take full respon- 
sibility for some of the programs which have been most 
costly to State and local governments, such as aid to 
families with dependent children? It is clearly a na- 
tional problem arid there should be a national standard 
of eligibility. 

the cost of State and local government. 

. 

--Finally, there remain many opportunities for reducing 
For example, 
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there are too many units of local government--nearly 
21,000 in the Nation as a whole, averaging 91 local 
governments for each metropolitan area. Here in the 
Chicago metropolitan area, there are more than 1,100 
units; Philadelphia has has nearly 900; and New York 
has well over 500, A national organization of busi- 
ness leaders-the Committee €or Economic Development-- 
'in reviewing this subject recently, concluded that  
"the existing system of overlapping local governments 
results in a poor match between needs and resources 
and perpetuates waste, inefficiency, and confusi-on, I '  

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONGRESS 
A s  we a l l  know,  it is the President, as head of the 

executive branch of  the Federal.Government, who proposes 
what Governvent programs will be undertaken. This is 
provided for in the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921. 
But it: is the Congress, the legislative branch, which dis- 
poses--either accepts the President's legislative proposals, 
modifies or expands them, or rejects them entirely. 

Contrary to Tljidespread impression, the Congress makes a 
much more serious attempt--and has a far better track record-- 
in weighing and measuring presidential appropriation requests 
than it gets credit for. In the 3 years 1970, 1971, and 
1972, the Congress reduced total presidential appropriation 
requests by $ 3 . 8  billion below the Nixon budget. The over- 
a l l  total appropriated in those 3 years was $444 billion. 
While that means a cut of less than 1 percent, it must be 
remembered that, as the President's 1973 budget message 
pointed out: 

71 percent of Federal spending is "uncontrollable" 
- - that  is, locked into the budget by previous 
congressional decisions. 
On the basis of the record to date, the Congres,s will 

again make a substantial cut in the President's budget for 
1973. 

12 



Much has been said i n  c r i t i c i sm of the  Congress. We 

hear of such cr i t i c i sms  almost d a i l y .  
d i r e c t l y  concerned with budget and l e g i s l a t i v e  matters i n  

the  Executive Office of  the President for  more than 25 years 

and now as Comptroller General i n  the  l e g i s l a t i v e  branch 

for  more than 6 years ,  I can t e s t i f y  that there  i s  no place 

for  the blanket cr i t ic isms of the  Congress of the  type 

rendered by M r .  Ralph Nader within the p a s t  week. 

general proposition, the committees of the Congress not only 

make vigorous e f f o r t s  t o  understand--but do understand--the 

complexities of the programs on which they are required t o  

l e g i s l a t e  o r  appropriate.  

has become more complex, therefore  the job of the  Congress 

has become more complex i n  dealing with such matters as 

atomic energy, space programs, Medicare, monetary reform, 

pest ic ides ,  a i r  pol lut ion,  and so on. The l i s t  i s  endless.  

But, having been 

A s  a 

The p la in  f a c t  i s  that Government 

Too frequently,  we think of the  Congress only i n  i t s  r o l e  

Perhaps of appropriating funds or  enacting major l e g i s l a t i o n .  

there  has not been enough concern about the a b i l i t y  of the  

Congress t o  exercise adequate oversight as t o  whether programs, 

once authorized and financed, are being car r ied  out  economi-. 

c a l l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y  and are serving fully the purpose f o r  

which they are intended. 

I t  would be naive t o  f a i l  t o  recognize t h a t  special  

problems a r i s e  when t h e  Congress i s  of one p o l i t i c a l  f a i t h  

and the  President of another. A s  a minimum, the  noise 

leve l  associated with the charges and counter charges i s  

increased, especial ly  i n  an e lec t ion  year,  but the more 

fundamental issue i s  whether the  Congress has l o s t  i t s  

"coordinate posit ion" with the  executive branch; whether 
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the Government has become too large and too complex for 
legislative oversight; and whether the President--thanks 

to television--overshadows any similar figure or group of 

figures in the legislative branch and thus has an over- 

powering natural advantage in molding public opinion. 

Effective congressional oversight can serve two highly 

important purposes: First, it can publicize waste, mis- 

management, conflicts of interest, etc., and bring pressure 
for corrective action, In short, it can serve to keep the 

administrator on his toes. Democracies through the centu- 

ries have relied on freedom of information and a free press 
as important ways to make government responsible to the 

people. Second, as programs change and as needs change, 

the Congress must be concerned with both their level and 

direction, 

The General Accounting Office, of which the Comptroller 

General is the head, carries an important responsibility in 
assisting the Congress to obtain the facts, to assess the 

efficiency of management, and to advise the Congress on 

whether programs which it authorizes are achieving their 

objective. 

As Government has expanded and become more expensive, 

this responsibility has increased. 

the General Accounting Office responds to requests from the 
Congress as a whole, from committee chairmen, and from in- 
dividual members to investigate and to assess and analyze 

the manner in which Federal programs are being carried out 
by the executive agencies. Equally important, as the in- 
dependent auditor of the Federal Government, our Office 
undertakes, on its own initiative, reviews of virtually 

As an arm of the Congress, 
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every Federal program, and r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  Congress and t o  

t h e  publ ic  i t s  conclusions and recommendations a s  t o  how 

Federal programs can be improved. 

Let m e  i l l u s t r a t e .  

The law requ i r e s  m e  t o  prepare and t ransmi t  each month 

t o  t h e  Congress, i t s  committees, and members, a l i s t  of re- 

p o r t s  issued o r  re leased  by t h e  General Accounting Off ice  i n  

t h e  previous month, It  i s  a long l i s t - - G A O  makes over 500 

r e p o r t s  a year t o  t h e  Congress--and I mention it today be- 

cause t h i s  monthly l i s t ,  which is  publ ic  information, shows 

as graphica l ly  a s  anything I know, the  increased complexity 

i n  t h e  funct ions of Government and, hence, t h e  g r e a t e r  d i f -  

f i c u l t y  f o r  both l e g i s l a t o r s  and c i t i z e n s  t o  understand and 

evaluate  whether programs a r e  needed and whether they a r e  

being w e l l  ca r r ied  out ,  

In one r ecen t  month, f o r  example, I repor ted  on t h e  

following: 

. --An assessment of the Teacher Corps program. 

--MaternaZ and child Health programs operated by the Department of 
HeaZth, Education, and Welfare. 

--Narcotic Addiction Treatment and Rehab< Zitation programs i n  
, 

Los AngeZes County. 
p o r t s  on programs and needs €or t r e a t i n g  and r ehab i l -  
i t a t i n g  na rco t i c  add ic t s  i n  Chicago, New York, Los ' 

Angeles, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C.) 

(This was the  second of f i v e  GAO re -  

--How Improved Foreign Market AnaZyses can Increase U.S. Exports. 

--Procurement o f  High-Yield Steel PZate without Competition or  Cost 
or Pricing Data. 

--AcquGition of Major Weapons Systems. (GAO s t h i r d  annual 
independent appra i sa l  of problems associated w i t h  
weapon systems development and procurement by the  
Department of Defense, one of G A O ' s  most important 
r e p o r t s  t o  the  Congress each year . )  
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A s  you can readily see, reports such as these get down 
to the nitty-gritty problems in Government management. Some 

pro'grams are more important, some more costly, and some more 
interesting than others; but all require capable and special- 

ized management skills, and all affect the public directly 

or as taxpayers. 
for satisfactory analysis. We report on these matters, and 
hundreds like them, t o  the Congress and i t s  committees month 
after month and year after year. 

The subjects investigated require expertise 

PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING, PARTICIPATION, 
AND CONFIDENCE IN GOVERNMENT 

None of 'us can fashion government in accordance with our 
personal wishes; few of us would expect to be satisfied with 
governmental performance at all times; but most of us can do 
a lot more in improving our understanding ,of the needs and 
problems of government and participating in citizens' groups, 
business organizations, and, indeed, as a voter, in seeking 
improvements in the processes of government. Only in this 
way can we ever achieve the confidence that governmental af- 
fairs are being managed as effectively as practicable. 

Let me outline just a few areas to illustrate what I'm 
talking about. I speak principally from the perspective of 
the Federal Government. 

Confidence that fiscaZ procedures are best designed to respond to 

needed changes in nationaZ priorities. Realistically, we must ac- 
cept that certain costs--such as interest on the debt, which 
has more than doubled in the past 10 years--are not suscep- 
tible to budgetary actions year to year, 
attention has been given in the enactment of legislation 
which, from a practical political view, become difficult to 
change from year to year, particularly when individuals or 

Even so ,  too little 
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graups become wholly or heavily dependent upon such payments 
for their livelihood. 
cent example of a major new Federal outlay which will not 
be subject to the control of the appropriations committees 
of the Congress. 

Revenue sharing is only the most re- 

Secondly, improvements still need to be made in congres- 
sional machinery to enable the legislative and the appropria- 
tions committees to work within the framework of overall fiscal 

objectives. 
legislation, we need to take a fresh look at this o l d  and 
difficult issue. The President reviews the budget as a whole 
prior to its submission to the Congress; the Congress needs 

some better way to review the budget as a whole, 

Because so much of the budget is fixed through 

Thirdly, we should not be hesitant to experiment with 
new approaches to bring about a periodic review of national 
priorities as reflected in the budget. The Congress has 

recently enacted legislation which calls for a review of 
Federal grant-in-aid programs every 5 years. Why not extend 
the same concept, perhaps with a joint executive-legislative 

group, to make a reassessment of the major spending programs 
on a periodic cycle? 
make a contribution by providing the Congress with analytical 
data to enable judgments to be made as to whether programs 
are achieving their original objectives. 

The General Accounting Office could 

Fourthly, before launching major new programs which be- 
come politically difficult to change, we should make far 
greater use of "pilot" programs with adequate testing and 
evaluation by the General Accounting Office and other groups 
when such programs involve long-term commitments, We are 
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doing this with major weapon systems; the same principle can 
apply to welfare programs and pollution control programs. 

Confidence tha t  programs are managed more ef fect iveZy and economi- 

caZZy. There are few organizations, public or private, that 
cannot be managed more effectively and managed more economi- 
cally than they are being managed. 

of the Federal Government as report after report of the Gen- 

eral Accounting Office has pointed the way for economies 

ranging from the purchase and utilization of computers, which 
now cost the Federal Government over $3 billion a year, to 

ways of increasing the return on the disposal of excess mili- 

tary equipment in-Europe and Southeast Asia. 

This is certainly true 

Other recent reports of our Office recornend that 
--substantial numbers of positions occupied by mili- 
tary personnel be filled by civilians at lower cost; 

--administration of student loan programs by the Office 
of Education be improved and an overall limitation 
on the amount a student could borrow be considered; 

--more be done to insure that physicians services paid 
for by Medicare and Medicaid are really necessary; 

--the U.S. system for apprasing and evaluating Inter- 
American Development Bank projects and activities, 
largely based on U.S. financial support, be strength- 
ened; and 

--more impartial cost-effectiveness studies be made in 
selecting new weapons. 

Confidence i n  the way the Federal Government purchases the  goods and 

services which it needs. Since 1949,  the dollar value of all U.S. 
pdrchases of supplies and equipment has increased from $9 u- 
lion to $55 billion. 
the Federal Government's budget. 

This represents almost one-fourth of 

Nearly 90 percent of these 



-purchases is in the form of negotiated rather than formally 

advertised procurement. 
a single supplier, what the trade calls sole-source procure- 
ment. 

About one-half is negotiated with 

The'numerous disclosures of cost overruns in weapon 

systems, and the failure of the Defense Department's total 
package procurement concept in the contract with Lockheed 

for the C-5A aircraft have led many people to conclude that 
there is room €or great improvement in this area. 

The many studies made by the Congress, the General Ac- 

counting Office, and the Department of Defense now recognize 

that the Government must have a continuing, intimate, day- 

to-day relationship in monitoring the development and produc- 
tion problems when weapon systems are being purchased which 

are more advanced technically than the state of the industry's 

art to produce them. 

C o n f i d e n c e  i n  o u r  a b i l i t y  t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  measure t h e  

o u t p u t  o r  p r o d u c t i v i t y  o f  F e d e r a l  e m p l o y e e s .  We are confi- 

dent that we can. GAO, incollaboration with the Department 
of Labor and the Civil Service Commission, only recently 
completed a study on this subject. 
of productivity is possible for 55 to 60 percent of the 
2.5 million people comprising the Federal civilian work 
force, and it indicated that their productivity rose about 
1.9 percent per year between fiscal years 1967 and 1971. 

It showed than an index 

C o n f i d e n c e  in programs d e s i g n e d  t o  t n sure  public s a f e t y ,  

h e a Z t h ,  and s a n i t a t i o n .  Recent General Accounting Office 
public reports have shown that 

--inspection services by the Department of Agriculture 
in federally inspected meat packing plants needed 
tightening and other management improvements; 
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--similarly, deteriorating inspection services of the 
Food and Drug Administration of plants preparing 
packaged food also needed stiffening; 

--more needs to be done by the Bureau of Narcotics and 
Dangerous Drugs to reduce the diversion of drugs 
manufactured legitimately into illicit channels where 
'they become available to the young; 

--the Nation's traffic safety record could be improved 
with stronger leadership by the Federal Highway Ad- 
ministration in implementing its safety program to 
reduce fixed roadside objects; and, 

--actions are needed, and are now being taken, by the 
Atomic Energy Commission to improve its regulation of 
those licensed to use radioactive materials outside 
the area of constructing and operating reactors to 
produce electric power. 

Conf idence  t h a t  t h e  laws des igned  t o  { n s u r e  d i s c l o s u r e  

o f  Federal  e l e c t i o n  campaign f i n a n c i n g  a r e  b e i n g  c a r r i e d  o u t .  

This year the General Accounting Office was assigned, by the 
Congress, the responsibility for administering the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 as it pertains to candidates 
for president and vice president. Since April 7, all polit- 
ical committees in this country--national, regional, and local-- 
supporting candidates for president and vice president have 
been required to provide the General Accounting Office with re- 
ports of receipts and expenditures. Each committee must report , 

the names of those persons making contributions of $100 or more 
on behalf of presidential and vice presidential candidates. 

The law also provides limits on and reporting by po- 
litical committees of expenditures f o r  radio, television, 
and media purposes, details of which need not concern us 

here. 
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NOW the pr incipal  purpose of the Federal Elect ion Cam- 

paign A c t  i s  t o  create an open record of who has donated 

how much t o  what pres ident ia l  o r  vice pres ident ia l  candidate 

and whether or not the funds f o r  media publ ic i ty  were ex- 

pended under s t ipu la t ions  of the l a w .  

sure ,  a record so  tha t  the people may know. 

a popular l a w  among those who p r e f e r  t o  keep t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  

f inanc ia l  support a pr ivate  matter. 

donated t o  the cause of someone elected t o  run the govern- 

ment, it i s  t h i s  very privacy which creates  suspicion o r  

d i s t r u s t  and i s  present ly  a f ac to r  i n  the decl ine i n  confi- 

dence i n  the American governmental system. 

This i s  a l a w  of expo- 

It may not be 

But, when money i s  

On t h i s  strong note,  I bring these remarks t o  a close 

and thank you a l l  very much. 
- _ - -  
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